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BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS ASD THE SILVER BULLET 

The FY96 National Defense Appropriations Act recently passed by Congress contarns S493 won r.n 

long-lead fundmg for addrtronal B-2s that the Department of Defense dtd not request. Tlus essay rnvestlgates 

the multrple strands underlymg the B-2 fundmg decrsron, rncludmg confhctrng messages sent by varrous An- 
; 

Force sources, fiscal concerns that drove the posrtlon of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the rmpact 

of selected rnfluences on Congress. It concludes the decrsron to provrde addmonal funds was a compronuse 

drrven by bureaucratrc pohtrcs that farled to determme how national securrty 1s enhanced by contrmnng the B-2 

program past its previous mandate of 20 ancraft 1 0 

B-2 program history 

Al the begmnmg of the last decade of the Cold War, the Au Force planned to procure 132 B-2s for $72 

btlhon With its next-generation stealth technology, the B-2 was desrgned to penetrate the Soviet Umon’s 

mcreasnigly lethal an defenses, ensurrng the vrabrhty of the bomber leg of the nuclear trrad well mto the 2 1 st 

Century. The end of the Cold War and conconutant pressure to decrease defense spending prompted the DOD 

to reduce the B-2 buy to 75 ancraft early m 1990 To help forestall addrtronal cuts, the Au Force pubhshed a 

wmte paper rn 1992 that emphasized the B-2’s potentral rn conventronal confhcts Despite thrs mrssron 

reorrentatron, DOD eventually capped procurement at 20 arrcraft As the end of B-2 productron approached, 

Congress provided S125 m&on rn the FY95 defense budget to preserve the bomber mdustrral base and 

drrected DOD to review future bomber reqmrements The conclusrons of the DOD study and a concurrent 

analysrs by the Commrsslon on Roles and Msslons set the stage for the 1995 debate over B-2 fading 

So additional B-2s? 
The Air Force Strand 

Offklal and unoffkral Au- Force sources sent conflrctmg messages concemmg the B-2 to Congress over 

the past year The official posrtion of the An Force 1s that wlule rt mrght hke addmonal B-2s, rt cannot afford 

them.’ Thrs falls to fully clarify If the Au Force has a requrrement for addrtional B-2s In fact, the offrcral 

’ In his testunony to the Senate Appropnatlons CommIttee the Ax Force Chief of Staff General Ronald R Fogleman stated ’ the 
Ax Force does not plan to procure more than the 20 B-2s already purchased Tile total funding reqmred for 20 more B-2s IS 
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AU Force posltlon IS the product of a bureaucratic compronxse that seeks to preserve funding for higher 

priority programs and a\ old antagomzmg B-2 supporters m Congress 

Followmg the November 1994 electlon of a Republican m~onty to Congress, the An Force beheved it 

could reasonably anticipate an mcrease III defense spendmg To prepare for the 1995 round of budget 

hearmgs, semor Au Force leaders agreed on a pnorltlzed hst of apphcatlons m case Congress ask&l what they 

would do vvlth more finxhng They considered and rgected buymg ad&tlonal B-2s for several reasons FFst, 
. 

the Ax Force had hgher prior@ programs for whxh mcreased fun&g could make a sl&cant Merence? 

Second, they feared Congress would demand Air Force budget offsets III return for more B-2s Twenty B-2s I I 

would cost $15 8 bllhon to acquire and S25.8 bllhon to operate over a 30 year hfe cycle 3 If Congress 

reqmred the f& Force to fimd part of ti out of its ovvn TOA, other major weapons systems would suffer 

Semor J& Force leaders were partxularly concerned Congress would look to the controversial F-22 as a 

possible source of fimds. Previous cuts had already stretched the F-22 program to the breabg pomt and 

nxreased costs to about $75 nxlhon per axcraft. Ad&tlonal cuts could &ve umt costs above what Congress 

could reasonably support, lea&g to a smaller buy or even program cancellation In other words, the F-22 

i 
would be 111 danger of becommg another “sliver bullet” hke the B-2 

Faced ~th these concerns, there was httle support for ad&tlonal B-2s at the h&x% levels of the AK 

Force However, the Ax Force &d not want to upset members of Congress who supported the B-2, especially 

with mcreased fimdmg for other programs m the offmg Therefore, the oficlal Au Force posltlon became 

“m&t hke, but can’t afford ” This drew the lure on plovldmg offsettrng TOA, preserved AK Force sohdar~ty 

with an OSD fightmg for the President’s budget, and avolded antagomzmg B-2 supporters m ConFess who 

reallstlcally beyond current An Force resources The kr Force IS a\\altmg the results of the Heavy Bomber Study Should the 
study Idenhfy deficlencles m the bomber force, we ~111 examme a range of potential optlons for addmg affordable addItional 
capablhty Smce the bomber study results are unknown at ths time, It IS not possible to speclfl how we might fimd a contmuahon 
of the B-2 production program ’ Smce OSD completed its Heavy Bomber Force Study, General Fogleman has stated that while the 
kr Force might hke addltmnal B-2s, It can’t afford them From the author’s unpubhshed notes of the hearmg, 18 May 1995 
’ Restormg 5200 mllhon to the F-22 pro,= cut by OSD earher m the budget cycle would decrease program costs by about 5800 
rmlhon later m the FJ’DP Congress restored the 5200 mllhon m the FY96 Defense Appropnatlons .4ct 

7 ’ From an unpubhshed kr Force bnefing titled ‘Cost Estunate for More B-L~ ” The bnefmg formed the basis for costs cned to 
Congress 
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could mfluence other programs The Au Force’s mtent was further obscured by apparently confhctmg 

messages sent to Congress by other, less constramed sources 

More B-2s? 

The message Azr Force B-2 proponents sent Congress m 1995 1s that the Nation needs more B-2s. For 

example, General John M Lob, Commander of the Au Combat Comman d, strongly supported a larger bomber 

force durmg his 16 April testimony to the House National Security Commtttee (Hn-SC) Subcomrmttee on 

Mzhtary Procurement. Poor to the hearmg, congressronal staffers notified Au Force Chref of Staff General 

Ronald R. Fogleman and General Loh they would ask one or the other to testify. As Chief of Staff, General 
tc I 

Fogleman supported the President’s budget, which drd not request additional B-2 l%mdmg General Loh was 

known for advocatmg a larger bomber force, and was scheduled to retrre wlthm a few months The 

Subcommtttee chose General Loh. Durmg the hearmg, General Loh stated the Y&on needs about 180 

operatzonal bombers for a two major regronal contmgency (MRC) strategy as well as a capacity to produce 

bombers m the future Thrs force of 180 operational bombers dzd not mclude dzrcra3 needed for backup 

mventory, attrztron reserves, and fhght test4 In other words, General Loh was saymg DOD’S plan to mamtam 

18 1 bombers was zzzsufficzent for a two-MRC strategy When asked by Representative Norm Dzcks (D-WA) 

If he thought the Au Force needed twenty addrtzonal B-2s, General Loh answered ’ the deciszon to go to 20 1s 

not made on the basis of what 1s the right number It was made on the basis of what 1s the mmmum required 

to provide an operatronal capabrhty So we don’t know what the r@t number ts We know what the 

nummum number 1s The mrmmum number 1s 20 “’ Representatrve D&s, a B-2 supporter, could not have 

hoped for a better answer 

By advocatmg a larger bomber force and Imphcltly supportmg the acqmsrtron of more B-2s, General 

Loh was actmg out of convictron that E-2s are a cost-effectzve capabrhty. despite therr large sticker price 

’ From unpublished notes of the 6 Apnl, 1995 heanng of the I-NSC SubcommIttee on Mvhtary Procurement For an operatlonal 
force of 180 bombers, d-us * tall” could add up to at least twenty additIona urcrafi General LA also clalmed the BUR supported 
his posltlon He was wrong, the BUR determmed the entwe bomber force, mcludmg the tall ated by General L.oh, should number 
about 184 This author v. as responsible for bmldmg the BUR bomber numbers that OSD e\ entually accepted 
’ Ibld 
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Durmg the 16 April hearmg, he stated “you need to compare the cost of domg it vrrlth bombers versus the cost 

of domg It vvlth other systems . . we are begmmng to reahze that bombers are a pretty efficient way of gettmg 

thmgs done ” TIE+ sentment was echoed m a letter sent to House Appropriations Comnuttee Chanman 

Robert L Llvmgston (R-LA) by General (ret) Charles A. Homer. General Homer, ar&tect of the Desert 

Storm alt campala Mote. “Because the B-2 can safely release its weapons over the target, its r&mtlons 

don’t need the gmdance and propulsion system used by costly standoff weapons . . cost of mumtlons 1s . 

Importa&. In fact, durmg the Gulf War, we were told to quit usmg the Tomahawk standoff rmsslle because It 

was too expensive -- over a m&on dollars a shot.” General Homer concluded “by any measure 20 B-2s are t , n 
,. 

not enough a force of 40 or more B-2s 1s a reasonable estnnate ” ’ 

While these tiparate messages may have obscured the An- Force’s mtent, they also reduced Its 

exposure to cr&lclsrn. Through its off%zlal posltlon, the AE Force supported the President’s budget and 

avoided antagomzmg powerfX members of Congress who wanted more B-2s Other plausibly demable 

statemer$s advocated buymg more B-2s, but not at the expense of higher prlorlty programs. The Au Force 

message, official and demable, allowed each side of the debate m Congress to claim support for their posltlon. 

The OSD agenda 
The OSD Strand 

OSD’s motlvatlon to hold the hne on ad&tlonal B-2s IS prnnady fiscal m nature Followmg the 

election of President Chnton, newly appomted Secretary of Defense Les Aspm mstlgated a Bottom-Up Review 

(BLR) to determme an appropriate force structure and m&ary stratew for the post-Cold War world Another 

reason for the Review was to a&eve savmgs through force reductions and ehminatmg overlappmg functions 

The BLR determmed a smaller force of ‘zip to 184 bombers,” mcludmg twenty B-2s. was sufficient for a two 

nearly-simultaneous MRC strate,T 6 DOD would enhance the capabllmes of the smaller force by mod@mg 

systems and procurmg advanced convcntlonal mumtlons. Secretary Aspm cotied the BLX’s results through 

’ IbId Irlxthrup-Grumman offered the 4x Force 20 addltlonal B-2s for about 5570 m&on each 
’ Conoresslonal Record, 7 September 1995 vol 141. no 138 (Washmgton, D C U S Government Prmtmg Office. 1995) H8614 
’ Secret- of Defense Les Aspm Renort on the Bottom-Ur, Reklew (Yi ashmgton. D C Office of the Secretary of Defense 
October 1993), 28 



plannmg guidance that capped the B-2 force at twenty alrcraft. Smce then, OSD has held the hne on the BUR 

To do othmse for the B-2 would open the door to requests from other Services, an unacceptable outcome m 

a tune of austere defense budgets. 

Let’s studv the issue . . . 

In 1994, members of both houses of Congress declared the BUR &d not provide enough boiinbers for a 

two MRC strategy To clarify the Issue, Congress dn-e&d the Secretary of Defense to conduct another study 

on bomber forces and related mdustial base capabllrtles.g Congress also tasked the DOD Connmsslon on *’ 

Roles and Mlsslon (CORM) to address the B-2’s critical capablhttles and tradeoffs \xqth other forces These 1 c 

studies should have provided Congress vvlth a fairly concse picture of the Nation’s bomber requirements 

They &d not. In fact, the CORM study appeared to unpeach OSD’s conclusions, provldmg addmonal 

ammumtlon for B-2 advocates m Congress The studies were successfi~l m one respect: they supported the 

agendas of the m&vlduals tasked u lth performmg them. 

The OSD Heavy Bomber Force Study 

Secretary of Defense W&am J Perry tasked Dr. Paul G Kammslu, USD (Acqmsltlon and 

Technology) to chair the executive comnnttee overseemg the OSD Heavy Bomber Force Study. EXCOM * 

members mcluded John Hamre, USD (Comptroller), Dr Edward Warner, ASD (Strategy and Requn-ements), 

W&am Lynn. Dn-ector of Progam Analysis & Evaluation, and representatives from the Jomt Staff, Army, 

h-avy, and AK Force lo Dr Kammslu released part one of the study on 3 May 1995 It concluded the planned 

bomber force of 66 B-52s, 95 B-ls, and 20 B-2s “Can meet the national security reqmrements of hvo nearly 

snnultaneous major regonal contmgencles” and “addtlonal quantltles of accurate gmded mumtlons [are] more 

cost effectn e than procurmg 20 ad&tlonal B-2s “I’ Part two of the study, released m September 1995, 

determmed there were no compelhng reasons to preserve the bomber mdustrlal base, smce U S comrnerclal 

’ Natlonal Defense .4uthonzatlon Act for Fiscal Year 1995. P L 103-337, set 133 (Washmgton. D C U S Government Printing 
Office. 5 October 1994), 108 Stat 2687 Congress also authorlEd $125 mllhon to conduct the stud) and preserve core bomber 
mdustnal base capabllltles The 9125 m&on could not be used as long-lead fimdmg for addmonal B-2s 
lo Hamre, Warner, and Lynn played key roles durmg the Bottom-Up Review The Institute for Defense Analyses performed the 
actual analytIca work for the Heavy Bomber Force Stuq 
‘I Dr Paul G Kammsk~, from a 2r4ay 1995 bnefing titled ‘Heavy Bomber Force Study,” chart 21 



aircraft manufacturmg capablhttles would problde an adequate basis for future bomber production DOD and 

mdustry would contmue to mvestlgate umque techno-ages through other development efforts, mcludmg the 

F-22 program. l2 The Heavy Bomber Force Study essentially vahdated the BLR’s fmdmgs. As a result, OSD 

mformed Congress it would not subrmt a change to the President’s budget. 

Other defense-related orgamzatlons were not as sure of the study’s fmdmgs as OSD The‘ &y Dr 

Kammski briefed part one of the study to the HKSC Subcomnuttee on Appropmtlons, the Center for Security 
. 

Pohcy pubhshed a declslon beef that observed “the utility of tis analysis as a guide for congressional 

dehberations has been greatly dnnuushed, thanks to the debatable assumptions it was apparently duected to : Ir 

use my the Pentagon _ . the l&ed States urgently reqmres a larger, more flexible and more stealthy manned 

bomber force than even the Bottom-Up Review enmsloned “I3 The study completed by the DOD Comrmsslon 

on Roles and Mlsslons (CORM) resulted m an even more dammng crmquc 

The CORM studv 

Members of the CORM staff revlewed 25 previous stu&es and pcr!ormed ad&tlonal analyses of 

bomber and complementary force capabtitles. The CORkI’s fmdmgs, dlstrl3uted to Congress, concluded 

“stoppmg production of the B-2 hnuts America’s future ablllty to project miluence around the world,” “B-2s 

are a cost-effective way to enhance our future national security needs.” and “a total force of 40 to 60 B-2s 

fachtate a two-MRC strategy and meet the demands of the current and emergmg security envllromnent “” The 

CORM staff also determmed armmg older bombers \lth standoff weapons to a&a e a B-2-equivalent strike 

capab&ty early m a confht was probbltlvely expensive In other words. the CORM study countered OSD’s 

fmdmgs pomt by pomt 

I2 The Analyhc Science Corporanon, -‘Final Report, Heavy Bomber Industnal Capabdltles Study,” 15 September 1995 
I3 The Center for Secunty Pohcy, “Garbage In, Garbage Out Unwarranted Assumptions Skew ID A. Study’s Fmdmgs. U S St111 
Needs More Bombers’ (Washmgton, D C 17 May 1995), 1 3 OSD’s study failed to consider tradeoffs benseen tamer-basec 
fighters versus B-2s, and assumed shorter-range fighters would be capable of rapldly deplo)mg to a distant conflxt, winch favors a 
smaller bomber force 
I4 DOD Comnxslon on Roles and Mlsslons Future Bomber Force’ (Washmgton, D C May 1995), 20-22 The report was 
dlstnbuted to Congress but nexer off%xally pubhshed 
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The bureaucratic pohttlcs model emphasizes the value of understandmg the agenda of an orgamzatlon 

responsible for conductmg a study or an analysis The mdmdual who dmzcted the CORM bomber study and 

wrote the final report was an An Force colonel assigned to the CORM stafK Tlus colonel Gas previously on 

the persop staff of Secretary of the AK Force Donald B. ace, who led the B-2 effort durmg Iils term of 

office l5 The colonel was also a passlonate crltlc of tamer avlatlon, and had conducted several &&es earher 

111 lus career that demonstrated the value of bombers over tamers m conventional confhcts Sot surpmmgly, 

the CORM report mcluded a cost analysis of tamer battlegroups, unplylng Congress could apply the savmgs 

from retirmg several tamers to buymg ad&bona1 B-2s In ad&tlon, the nqorlty of the 25 studies selected for1 c 

review by the CORM staff were authored by agencies sympathetic to heavy bombers, mcludmg RAND, 

Boemg, Rockwell Aerospace, and the An Force Stu&es and Analysis Agency I6 The evidence suggests the 

agenda of the mdmdual who dnected the CORM bomber study mfluenced Its conclusions 

Congress and the B-2 
The players 

Smce DOD froze production at 20 an-craft, B-2 supporters m Congress have attempted to ade fundmg 

for adhtronal lrcraft Leadmg House proponents mclude the current Chauman of the HNSC M&ary 

Procurement Subcomrmttee Duncan Hunter (R-CA), House MaJonty Leader Dick Armey (R-Texas), Norman 

D&s (d-WA), Jane H arman (D-CA), Jerry Levvls (D-CA), Howard P. M&eon (R-CA), and Ike Skelton 

(D-MO) An unlikely coalition that mcludes former Ghan-man of the House Armed Services Comttee 

Ronald V Dellums (D-CA), Chamnan of the House Budget Comnuttee John R Kaslch (R-OH), and David R 

Obey (D-W2 has consistently opposed the B-2 program ” The Senate has been more reslstant to procurmg 

addmonal B-2s than the House, uqth strong opposltlon commg from long-tune mcumbents John McCam 

(R-AZ). Edward 14 Kennedy (D-MA), and Wllham S Cohen (D-ME) 

Is Secretary ace pubhshed the 1992 Au Force B-2 ulute paper mentioned m the mtroductlon 
’ “Future Bomber Force.” 23 Argumg tamer versus bomber tradeoffs has become a tmdltton betv. een the Yak. and the Atr 

Force, both sides have prowded Congress anh ‘mformatlon” about the other s forces For example, a Wavy staffer sent a study 
titled “Mullss~on Performance and Life-Cycle Cost of a Navy Amxaft Camer and Auwmg ’ to Representatlke Hunter m 4pnl 1995 
The study concluded tamer ax was slgmficantlj more cost-effecm e than B-2s 
” Representam es Kaslch and Dellums led the effort to pare the B-2 force down to 20 alrcraft 
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S493 miihon . . . 

With the electlon of a Repubhcan major@ to both houses of Congress, B-2 advocates saw another 

opporturuty to revrtahze the program. In May 1995, the HNSC added $493 rrulhon to the House Defense 

Authorlzatlon BIU for long-lead fundIng for ad&tlonal B-2s.” The HAC followed suit by addmg $493 mlhon 

for contmumg production. On 13 June, an amendment sponsored by Representative Kaslch to cut&e B-2 

%ndmg mcrease from the House Defense Authonzatlon Act was defeated m a floor vote by a margm of 203 to 

2 19 The House defeated a snmlar amendment offered by Representatives Kas~ch, Dellums, and Obey during 

debate on the House Defense Appropriations Act, 211 to 214 me the Senate &d not appropriate funds for 
l ’ 

* 

addmon& B-2s, it &d agree to the House imtlatlve m conference What actually drove the declslon to mcrease 

appropriations for the B-2 program? The easy answer would be a Congress dommated by Repubhcans 

Housed er, the close votes on the Kaslch amendments and &verse NIX of B-2 advocates m Congress m&cate 

somethmg more than partlsan pohttlcs was at work 

The rmpact of conflicting testimony and studies 

ConfIctmg testnnony and analyses allowed both sides of the B-2 question to cite support for then- 

pos~r~on. Durmg the floor debate over the second Kaslch Amendment, Representative Dicks referred to a 

letter sent to President Clmton by seven former Secretams of Defense that concluded “stoppmg the B-2 at 20 

was a serious rmstake mJudgment *‘13 Representative Young supported Representative Dlcks vGlth a posrtlve 

reference to General Homer’s letter that advocated buymg more B-2s, Representatn e Ganske countered by 

saymg “‘the results of the heavy bomber mdustnal capabtitles study contrahct assertions that new B-2s 

are needed to keep a bomber mdustnal base ahve “*’ Representative Dlcks then referred to two analyses cited 

by the CORM bomber study that concluded “somewhere between 40 and 60 B-2’s are what are requEed to 

gve our Natlon a deterrent force for the next 30 years ” Representative Obey responded “MI- Chairman, the 

gentleman from Washmgton says that the studies show that we need to have 40 B-2 bombers rather than 20 

‘s The amount added was actually 55j3 rmlhon the S60 mllhon difference IS due to the savings from producrlon termmatlon costs 
” Coneresslonal Record, 7 September 1995 H8610 
In Txd I4861 1 



* L 

That 1s not true The major study done, the Kammslu study . . mdcated the best buy for the Emted States 

was not 40 B-2s, mt 20.““’ Lackmg perfect mstght mto the mmds of our legrslators, it is d&icult to assess the 

exact nnpact of conktmg analyses, posture statements, and expert testnnony on the House votes. As tlus 

debate mchcates, they probably offset each other, remforcmg, instead of changmg, estabhshed posltlons. 

Jobs and dollars 

Durmg the 7 September debate, Representative DYron declared “for those of us representmg regrons 

whose econormes have been d.~en by the defense and aerospace mdustry, there are certamly other factors * 

motlvatmg our support for the B-2 Y32 Representative D~ton was referrmg to B-Zrelated jobs and dollars m ~ 
. 

hs dismht. Northrop-G rumman, B-2 pnme contractor, heavily lobbled the House prior to the votes on the 

Kaslch Amendments A major tack was gvmg each Representative B-2 suppher and contract mformatlon 

for theu &stnct. To support ti efforr, Northrop-Grumman b&t a comprehensive hst of every subcontractor 

and suppher remotely connected with the B-2. The hst mcluded compames that supphed software, hydraulic 

pumps, ra&os, and even mk and a!ummum ladders It was a masterful Job of accountmg -- and lobbymg 

Fiiure 1: Northrup-Grumman B-2 Suppliers and Contract Data Provided to Congressz3 

3,2 16 B-2 Suppliers S13,797M Contract Value. 
m 48 States 1987-Present 

,505M 

2,007 suppliers in Callforma 

” Ibld _ H8618 
” lbld H8615 
‘3 CornplIed from an unpublished Northrup-G rumman data base used to lobby Congress It does not Include amounts allocated to 
the pnme contractor, or data for Alawa and Haaan The total B-2 program cost IS S-18 3 bllllon for the fist 20 aircraft 
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Frgure 1 shows the top four states that benefited from the E-2 program are Washmgton, Cahforma, 

Texas, and New York Comparmg the vote from the top four states aernst the x otes of Representatrves from 

the remammg states m&cates Jobs and dollars may have had an unpact on Congress 

Figure 2: Voting Record for the 13 June Kasich Amendment? 

Fund $493M cut $493M 
Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats 

Top Four States 80% 50% 20% SO% 
Remaming States 61% 32% 39% 68% 

Figure 2 shows a sqnficant drop m support for mcreased B-2 fimdmg between the top four and the remammgr I 

states, supportmg the theses that Jobs and dollars do rmpact votmg habrts. The vote tally for first-term 

Repubhcans IS also enhghtemng Conventronal wrsdom has it that the 1994 class of first-term Repubhcans 

may be more concerned ~th cuttmg the budget deficit (deficrt hawks) than mcreasmg defense spent mg Frrst- 

term Repubhcans from the top four states voted 11 to 4 m favor of the $493 nnlhon, the remammg states spht 

32 m favor (56%) versus 25 agamst (44”h) Countmg the Democrats, a total of 47 fmt-term Representatrves 

voted for fimdmg (54%) and 39 voted agamst (46%). Thts trend shows conventronal wrsdom may very well be 

rrght It also reaffirms the nnpact of E-2-related Jobs and dollars on members of Congress 

The votmg record of Representatrves from Cahforma, wmch has the greatest number of B-2 supphers 

and second largest contact value m the Umted States, also substantrates thrs fmdmg Cahforma has 

experienced a massrve hemorrhage of defense-related Jobs and m&tar-y bases Smce 1987, Cahforma has lost 

more major bases (ten) than any other state and the actual or lmpendmg loss of about 540,000 Jobs related to 

the aerospace mdustry alonees Cahforma’s Representatrves voted 33 for mcreasmg B-2 fmdmg (66%) and 

17 agamst (34%) Atyprcally, three of the four members of the Congressronal Black Caucus from Cahforma 

also voted for ad&ttonal B-2s. the lone holdout was Representative Dellums Perhaps Black Caucus member 

‘4 Compded from an Au Force kote tally sheet on file at the .41r Force B-2 Program Office. Headquarters USAF Pentagon, 
Washmgton, D C The votmg split aas almost ldenttcal for the second Kaslch Amendment 
” Eric Schmnt. Mhtq Ofliclals Seek Way To Saxe Jobs In Cahfomm.’ The sew York Times 1 Jul? 1995 A2 Conzresslonal 

The Base Reahgmnent And Closure Commtwon released theu latest hst of candidates for Record. 7 September 1995. H8615 
closure on 10 May 1995. m time to impact the kote on the Kaslch 4mendments 
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Representative Juhan C Da\% (D-CA) best sumrnarlzed the rationale behmd ti votmg behablor when he 

said cutting funds for the B-2 may “unnecessanly harm the Nation’s nuhtary preparedneqfurther erode the 

economies of areas already sufirmgj-om defense downsumg, and undermme potential technologcal 

advancements possible vrrlth a strong Stealth mdustnal base” [emphasls added] x 

Conclusion 

- 

“We havy heard about capabilities, performance, and jobs. But the B-2 is about people. It is about our tigkting 
men and women aho serve this country in uniform. It is about giving them the equipment and technology to, 
defend and protect our Xation and its principles in time of conflict.“*’ 

Representative Tom DeLay (R-TX) 

Did Congress do what’s right for the Nation by approvmg an ad&tional S493 m&on for the B-2 m the ’ * < 

FY96 Department of Defense Appropnatlons Act? whrle a maJonty voted for the S493 m&on m the House, 

and the Senate recently agreed to It m conference, there was no consensus on &zy more bombers are needed 

Posltlons taken by oqmizatlons and mdivlduals mvolved m the debate were driven by ther separate agendas 

The nq to support the OSD poslt~on, avoid antagomzmg B-2 supporters m Congress, and preserve TOA for 

higher pnonty programs shaped the offklal AU Force posltlon. Motivated by fscal concerns, OSD was 

u.nwGng support a larger bomber force, wUe B-2 proponents mslde and outside the DOD strongly advocated 

extendmg production The resultmg contra&ctory testnnony and analyses probably &d not have as great an 

nnpact on Congress as &d B-2-relatedlobs and dollars The defense draw-damn coupled with base closures 

has exacted a heavy toll on the economes of many states Jobs and dollars may have been the pivotal Issue 

that dekrmmed how a Member voted, as shown by the Kaslch Amendments. In summary, the evidence 

m&cates bureaucratic pohks, as tell as concern for national security, drove the dxclslon to provide $493 

m&on m long-lead fundmg for addmonal B-2s 

l6 Conmesslonal Record. 7 September 1995 H8614 The i+‘hne House did not strongl? object to the 5493 mllhon Cahfomla’s 54 
electoral votes ma) hake been a factor m the President s decwon calculus 
” Ibld H8616 
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